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Abstract 
 
The purpose of this paper is to assess aspects of the British Government's attempts to 
use sporting participation as a vehicle to re-integrate socially disadvantaged, excluded 
and 'at-risk' youth into mainstream society.  A number of organisations, policy-
makers, commentators, and practitioners with a stake in the 'sport and social inclusion 
agenda' were interviewed.  General agreement was found on a number of points: that 
the field was overly crowded with policies, programmes and initiatives; that the field 
worked in a 'bottom-up' way, with the most significant factor determining success 
being effective local workers with good networks and cultural access; that the 
dichotomising rhetoric of inclusion/exclusion was counter-productive; that the notion 
of the 'at-risk youth' was problematic and unhelpful; and that they all now dealt with a 
marketplace, where 'clients' had to be enrolled in their own reformation.  There was 
also disagreement on a number of points: that policy acts as a relatively accurate 
template for practice, as opposed to the argument that it was simply regarded as a 
cluster of suggestions for practice; that policy was exceptionally piecemeal in its 
formulation and application, as opposed to regarding policy as necessarily targeted 
and dispersed; and that the inclusion agenda was largely politically driven and 
transitory, as opposed to the optimistic view that it had become ingrained in local 
practice.  Finally, the paper examines some issues that are the most likely points of 
contribution by researchers in the area: that more research needs to be done on the 
processes of identity formation associated with participation in sport; that more 
effective programme evaluation needs to be done for such forms of governmental 
intervention to work properly; and that the relationship between different kinds of 
physical activity and social and personal change needs to be more thoroughly 
theorised.      
 
 
The Inclusion Agenda 
 
On January 17
th
 2000, the Right Hon Chris Smith MP, Secretary of State, and Des 
Wilson, the Senior Vice-Chair of Sport England, announced the creation of twelve 
Sport Action Zones.  The establishment of the zones was described as 'a proactive 
initiative to create an effective and sustainable sporting infrastructure in areas of high 
social and economic deprivation and ensure there is a more equitable participation in 
sport' (Sport England, 2000).  It was stated that the twelve zones—with an additional 
eighteen to be added later—would be given a total funding of 750 million pounds 
over a ten year period.  This amount would be in addition to the 325 million pounds 
already committed by Sport England to deprived areas through the Priority Areas 
Initiative.      
 
The Sports Action Zones would be organised with a number of characteristic features 
in mind. For instance, they would seek to improve the health, cohesion and spirit of 
the local community.  They would be structured with an emphasis on local control, 
organisation and accessibility.  They would involve augmenting existing networks of 
schools, sports clubs and other voluntary sector groups.  Finally, they would be 
accessible to all young people who wished to develop their sporting talent.  This final 
feature is particularly important, as Chris Smith MP pointed out: 
 
Sport is not, of course, the solution to poverty and social exclusion, but 
it can make a very positive contribution to health and social well-being 
in these communities.  In any case, we are anxious that youngsters 
should not miss out on sporting opportunity because of the economic 
circumstances of the places where they live. (Smith, in Sport England, 
2000) 
 
The appearance of Sports Action Zones, as well as statements making an explicit link 
between youth, sport and social inclusion, such as the above, have not come as a 
surprise to those who work within the field.  Indeed, such (largely welcome) 
occurrences are now to be expected within the context of a 'social inclusion' agenda 
which has dominated not only much of the thinking behind the provision of sports 
funding, but also many other areas of government, from education to policing, and 
from housing to community planning.   
 
Although previous UK government strategies have focused on similar problems, the 
importance of the current 'social inclusion' agenda to Tony Blair's Labour 
administration was most clearly articulated with the publication of a report by the 
Social Exclusion Unit (located within the Cabinet Office, as part of the Economic and 
Domestic Secretariat).  This was entitled Bringing Britain Together: a national 
strategy for neighbourhood renewal (Social Exclusion Unit, 1998).  This document 
set out to develop 'sustainable and integrated' ways of solving some of the worst 
problems facing contemporary Western societies, such as crime, drug abuse, 
unemployment, community breakdown and bad schools.  It was decided that the best 
way to carry forward the social 'inclusion agenda' was through the establishment of 
18 Policy Action Teams, each charged with drawing up action plans within their own 
area to foster neighbourhood renewal, in whatever forms were pertinent to that field.  
Policy Action Team 10 (PAT 10—based in the Department for Culture, Media and 
Sport) was given the remit of reporting by April 1999 on: 
 Best practice in using arts, sports and leisure to engage people in poor 
neighbourhoods, particularly those who feel most excluded, such as disaffected 
young people and people from ethnic minorities; 
 How to maximise the impact on poor neighbourhoods of Government spending 
and policies on arts, sport and leisure. (DCMS, 1999, p. 5). 
 
At this time, PAT 10 was by no means alone in its focus on the possibility of using 
sport as a vehicle for social inclusion.  Sport England (itself accountable to the 
Department for Culture, Media and Sport), and the organisation primarily responsible 
for the formulation of national sports policy (which eventually resulted in Sports 
Action Zones), was also closely involved in the 'social inclusion' agenda, both 
directly and indirectly.  Through a large number of programmes such as 'Active 
Schools', 'Active Sports', 'Active Communities' and 'Best Value' (to name but a few), 
Sport England has sought to increase all levels of involvement in sporting activities—
in particular that of the young, and by direct association, that of the socially excluded.  
Indeed, in Sport England's publication, The Value of Sport (1999), sport is deemed to 
be of an important and worthwhile activity, first and foremost due to its ability to deal 
with this topical and pressing national problem:   
 
Tackling Social Exclusion.  In recent years, growing concern has been 
expressed about the problem of social exclusion, with people 
(particularly those in deprived areas) having an inadequate stake in the 
society in which we all live.  Sport is one way in which social 
exclusion can be tackled.  Important evidence suggests that 
participating in sporting activities increases people's sense of 
integration into their local community, both in urban and rural areas.  
(Sport England, 1999, p. 2) 
 
The text goes on to link sporting participation with decreased crime among 17-25 
year old males, as well as the benefits of improved health and character-building for 
the young (this latter side-effect constituting one of the most commonly perceived 
outcomes of, and rationales for, sporting participation).    
 
When PAT 10 published its report, it had reached a number of conclusions about the 
best ways to achieve its goal of using art, sport and leisure to combat social exclusion.   
Among a wide range of recommendations, aimed at all tiers of government, and with 
differing time-scales for implementation, (but which surprisingly all but ignored 
school-based physical education), there included: 
 Greater links and cooperation between various stakeholders, policymakers and 
practitioners; 
 A coordination of the different levels and types of strategic intervention; 
 Making evaluation of project success integral to funding; 
 A Particular focus on at-risk youth (DCMS, 1999, p. 9-10). 
The PAT 10 report also articulated both what would be gained by such a strategy 
(similar in tenor to the rationales for sporting participation proffered by Sports 
England), and some of the problems that might be associated with the easy 
implementation of its recommendations.  These were anticipated to be: 
 Projects being structured according to policy criteria, rather than community 
needs; 
 Allowing insufficient time for projects to achieve their aims; 
 Lack of effective evaluation; 
 Poor links between major players (DCMS, 1999, p. 9-10). 
 
However, these are not the only concerns raised over the possibility of successfully 
implementing a social inclusion agenda for sporting participation in the United 
Kingdom. This paper will seek to address a number of different issues regarding the 
nexus between youth, sport and social inclusion.  It will do so by sketching out the 
ground covered in interviews with a number of parties with a vested interest in the 
sport and social inclusion agenda.  These include academics, policymakers and 
advisers, development officers, and practitioners—as well as a brief analysis of two 
sites where the 'social inclusion' agenda is in the process of being operationalised.  It 
will then address some of the issues raised by this research: where the interviewees 
agreed, where they disagreed, and where organisations such as the Youth Sports Trust 
and the Institute for Youth Sport might productively contribute to, and help shape, the 
'social inclusion' agenda   
  
 
Stakeholders in the Sport and Social Inclusion Agenda: some interviews 
 
The following groups and individuals were interviewed for their understanding of, 
and attitude towards, the sport and social inclusion agenda.  The responses varied 
considerably, both in terms of how they considered the process to work, and also 
where they laid the blame for problems and shortcomings.  Those interviewed include 
representatives from:   
 
Sports England 
 
Formerly the English Sports Council, Sports England is the primary sports 
administration, funding, policy and development agency in the country.    Its stated 
aim is to get more people involved in sport, provide more places to play sport and to 
improve the standard of sport, as reflected by greater international success.  It is the 
source of policy on the sport and social inclusion agenda and is the main force behind 
it (as a relay for the Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport).  As such, it has 
been responsible for an exceptionally wide range of programmes, policies and 
initiatives in the area.  It focuses a great deal of its energy and resources on youth 
sports. 
 
Youth Sports Trust 
 
The Trust is an influential charity established in 1994 by John Beckwith.  Their 
central aim is to develop and implement quality physical education and sport 
programmes for all young people.  The Trust relies heavily on corporate support, and 
has a close working relationship with Loughborough University.  
 
Institute for Youth Sports 
 
The Institute describes itself as 'a partnership which draws on the success of the 
Youth Sports Trust in bringing sport to young people, and builds on the international 
reputation of Loughborough University for sports, science, physical education, 
coaching and sport performance.' (www.lboro.ac.uk/departments/ps/institutes). 
Established in 1998, the Institute aims at providing the best education, training, 
research and development for all young people.  Their central aim is to successfully 
integrate research and development.  
 
Merseyside Sports 
 
A highly respected and effective organisation promoting sporting involvement in the 
Liverpool area.  In one of the most disadvantaged areas in the country (it has been 
nominated as one of the first twelve 'Sports Action Zones’), Merseyside Sports has 
succeeded in increasing participation levels in a number of target groups.  Stemming 
from the organisation of a Youth Games (which has now become an annual event, and 
is still the organisation's centrepiece) it is now involved in all aspects of youth sport, 
and in particular, those involved in the promotion of social inclusion.     
 
Bolton Metropolitan Leisure Services Department 
 
Again, a highly successful and respected site for the ongoing implementation of the 
sport and social inclusion agenda.  Working in an ethnically diverse urban location, 
and subject to significant social disadvantage, this department has managed, 
according to all available indicators, to use sporting involvement as a way of helping 
alleviate a number of social problems for young people.  Through interventions such 
as 'Pathway 2000' (based around recreation zones and school/community liaison), as 
well as 'Moving Up Through Leisure' (with the Youth Offending Team), they tailor 
such programmes to meet their own specific cultural requirements.   
  
Academics in Recreations Studies and Sports Management, and Physical Education 
 
Three senior academics with a wide range of pertinent expertise, both in terms of a 
theoretical analysis of the field, as well as an understanding of the institutional and 
policy pragmatics of the social inclusion agenda.   
 
Physical Education Teachers 
 
Six state physical education teachers employed in the following areas: London, 
Nottingham, Manchester, Liverpool, Derby and York.  They have all liased with local 
community organisations, local government, and various youth organisation.  Most 
have also had dealings with Sports England.  
 
 
Research Results and Discussion 
 
This section of the paper is divided into three parts.  First, it will address those aspects 
of the sport and social inclusion agenda which appears to have common acceptance 
among all stakeholders.  Second, it will address those aspects upon which 
disagreement exists, and where attitudes appear to be based upon specific positioning 
within the field.  Finally, it will address some areas where productive research might 
be conducted in the future.  
 
 
 
1) Points of agreement between interviewees: 
 
(a) A Crowded Policy Field:- that there are too many new programmes (generally of 
insufficient duration), and that the services often act in isolation or have 
contradictory agendas, initiatives and goals. 
  
(b) 'Bottom-up' Governance:- that the vast majority of effective change is the product 
of networks of local people, at the client-service level, who are knowledgeable 
about the particular circumstances of a given community. 
 
(c) The Inclusion/Exclusion Binary:- that the range of clients, the views they have on 
their own social position and circumstances, and the problems associated with 
determining the 'inside' from the 'outside', render the framing of the problem/ 
strategy unworkable, and indeed, counter-productive. 
 
(d) Problems with the 'At-Risk' Youth:- that the notion of the 'at-risk' youth is both 
overly general, and neglects the importance of the family background.  
 
(e) The Recruitment of Participants:- that programme success is ultimately based 
upon convincing people that sport has a significant role to play in making their 
own lives better - ie. enrolling people in their own self-reformation. 
 
  Addressing each of these in more detail: 
 
(a) A Crowded Policy Field. 
 
All the interviewees stated that the policy field for the sport and social inclusion 
agenda is a very crowded one.  There are a very large number of policies, 
programmes and initiatives that have direct relevance to the workers in the field—a 
situation referred to by Collins et al. as 'initiativitis'  (1999, 25).  These centrally-
coordinated directives offer all manner of instruction on the best ways of using sport 
as a vehicle for integrating socially excluded youth back into the social mainstream.  
However, practitioners consistently complain that the excessive number of these 
directives make it impossible to keep up with them, let alone utilise all of them in the 
manner in which they were intended.  Furthermore, it is not only the practitioners who 
found the policy field unnecessarily crowded.  Even those responsible for the policies 
stated that they had difficulty keeping up with each new addition to the range.        
 
Two main explanations were proffered for this policy excess.  The first concerns the 
relationship between politics and the central policy-making body.  As previously 
mentioned, the organisation almost exclusively responsible for the production of 
sporting policy is Sport England.  Although it has significant numbers of policy 
experts, advisers, and designers, it takes its primary directives from the Secretary of 
State for Culture, Media and Sport.  All such ministers are under pressure, as indeed is 
the Government itself, to be seen to be responsible for effective change.  This means 
the inevitable introduction of new ideas, ideas which deal with the 'shortcomings' of 
the previous models.  Thus, new policies generally have a short life-span—indeed are 
designed as such—and even those designed with a longer duration are frequently 
superseded by new policies which either overlap the old or sit in tandem with them.  
One of the consequences of this is an excess of policies.  (Of course, another 
consequence is the lack of political will for long-term planning).     
 
The second explanation involves the large number of groups with a vested interest in 
the youth, sport and social inclusion agenda.  These include various government 
departments, sporting bodies, welfare agencies, lobby groups, youth organisations, 
and so on.  Each of these exerts an influence, not only on the direction of the debates 
which surround the agenda, but also the tenor of the policies that finally emerge.  
Given that each of these groups look for particular contents in the policies, and that 
each policy can only cover a finite amount of ground, there is extra pressure for new 
policies to be introduced to cover the gaps (as defined by those interest groups whose 
agenda has been less well represented in the previous policies).   
 
(b) 'Bottom-up' Governance 
 
It was widely accepted by the interviewees that, in the final analysis, the success or 
failure of the sport and social inclusion agenda would rest with the abilities of the 
practitioners on the ground.  While most agreed that the creation of appropriate 
policies and flexible programmes was an important component in the re-integration of 
disadvantaged and 'at-risk' youth back into the social mainstream, they also agreed 
that it would be the efforts of committed and charismatic youth workers, sports 
development officers and teachers who would actually make the difference. 
 
To many researchers and theoreticians in the field, this would not come as a surprise.  
Foucault (1980:117-119) has long argued that traditional 'top-down' models of 
governance are inadequate for understanding contemporary forms of social 
organisation.  A more profitable analysis, he suggests, is one that describes societies 
characterised by a fragmented and discontinuous series of transformations, supported 
and augmented by a multiplicity of different knowledges, practices and truths 
operating at ground level.  Rather than power, and hence government, being imposed 
from above, it is argued that power: 
 
comes from below; that is, there is no binary and all-encompassing 
opposition between rulers and ruled at the root of power relations, and 
serving as a general matrix - no such duality extending from the top 
down and reacting on more and more limited groups to the very depths 
of the social body. (Foucault, 1976:94)  
 
Foucault argues then that the most productive understanding can be gained by 
examining power at its extremities, at ‘those points where it becomes capillary’.  It 
should be analysed as something which circulates throughout the techniques, practices 
and routines of social institutions and which is applied to specific populations.  Thus, 
it is not necessarily the dictates that emerge from Sport England which constitute the 
fundamental heart of government, rather it is the mundane activities constitutive of  
local practice. 
 
There are two other, less theoretical, reason as to why the success of the sport and 
social inclusion agenda is likely to be 'bottom-up'.  First, there already exists 
significant numbers of local sporting networks and organisations which can assist in 
the implementation of the agenda.  These networks not only have extensive local 
knowledge, but also actually constitute part of the community itself.  Any policy 
initiative which hope to make changes at local level, must utilise local resources to do 
so.  That is, change will not come in the form of dictates from above, rather it will 
come by recruiting communities, groups and individuals into changing themselves   
(Miller and Rose, 1990).  This is discussed in greater length in section 1(e)         
 
The second reason why change in this area is likely to be 'bottom-up', is the influence 
of highly effective and charismatic individuals in the field.  It was widely agreed that 
the most successful programmes had the most talented workers running them—the 
two case studies in Bolton and Liverpool being good examples of this.  It was also 
pointed out that the success often hinged not upon the development of new and better 
programmes, but upon retaining the services of particular employees who could make 
existing programmes work.  The work of Don Hellison (1995) provides a good 
example of this. To a large extent, it was his personal charisma that brought success 
with his 'Teaching Social Responsibility Through Sport' programmes in some very 
disadvantaged areas of the USA.  This will be discussed in greater detail in in section 
3(c). 
 
(c) The Inclusion/Exclusion Binary. 
 
The Social Exclusion Unit describes exclusion as: 'a shorthand label for what can 
happen when individuals or areas suffer a combination of linked problems such as 
unemployment, poor skills, low incomes, poor housing, high crime environments, bad 
health and family breakdown' (Cabinet Office, www.cabinet-office.gov.uk/co/ 
seu/index.htm).  Although this seems to be a sufficiently appropriate understanding of 
what is the result of a complex set of practices, processes and outcomes, social 
inclusion/exclusion is actually understood and regarded by workers in the field as a 
fairly reductionist paradigm.  That is, it is primarily conceptualised as a binary 
opposition, and as such, lacks the necessary subtlety or flexibility actually required of 
it.        
 
As it is, this binary model of Inside vs. Outside is nothing new to students of youth 
research and governance.  Indeed, from the 1920s until the 1970s, youth research was 
largely dominated by the ‘delinquency’ studies of the Chicago School.  This 
conceptual framework was based upon such seminal work as Clifford Shaw and 
Henry McKay’s (1929) Juvenile Delinquency and Urban Areas and Fredrick 
Thrasher’s (1927) The Gang. In these texts it was argued that ‘youth problems’ had 
their genesis in social disorganisation - ‘deteriorating neighbourhoods, shifting 
populations and the mobility and disorganisation of the slum’ (Thrasher, 1927:20).  
This style of ‘delinquency-based’ youth research was later augmented and updated by 
studies such as Albert Cohen’s (1955) Delinquent Boys: the culture of the gang and 
Richard Cloward and Lloyd Ohlin’s (1960) Delinquency and Opportunity: a theory of 
delinquent gangs.  These latter texts predominantly emphasised ‘status frustration’ in 
their explanations of delinquency.  That is, ‘delinquency’ has its origins in the 
disparity or ‘strain’ between culturally induced aspirations and practical opportunities.   
 
Retrospect suggests that this conceptual framework had two inherent problems—
problems which the 'inclusion/exclusion' rhetoric is in danger of replicating.  First, it 
was premised upon the popular belief within 1950s American sociology that their 
country was characterised by a basic consensus of values, and as such, the ‘strain’ that 
caused delinquency could be measured against a seemingly self-evident and widely-
accepted cultural scale. Second, the boundary between the ‘delinquent’ and more 
mainstream youth was shown to be more tenuous than initially imagined.  David 
Matza and Gresham Sykes (1961) demonstrated that not only did most ‘delinquents’ 
drift in and out of delinquent behaviour, but also that the majority of their values were 
identical to those espoused by the wider community.  It was, in part, the potency of 
these two problems (combined with the fact that British research found little evidence 
of the ‘status frustration’ so pivotal to the American literature (Downes, 1966)), which 
eventually gave rise in the mid-1970s to 'youth subculture theory', a sophisticated and 
convincing alternative approach to youth research.  This new model offered a 
theoretical strategy for studying youth which neither stemmed from presuppositions 
concerning delinquency, nor relied upon a delineation between the acceptable and the 
unacceptable. 
 
Irrespective of the intentions behind the 'Inclusion' agenda, the manner in which it is 
often understood and taken up mirrors the problems once associated with the Chicago 
school.  That is, 'exclusion' is regarded as a social label, an approach which is neither 
helpful nor appropriate.  'Inclusion/exclusion' implied a linear model, with agreed 
rules of membership and a clear boundary.  However, many of those to whom the 
labels are applied do not regard themselves as such, and many of the factors employed 
to divine exclusionary status within individuals are equally to be found within 
'mainstream' members of the youth population.  Thus, it was widely agreed that a 
change in the underpinning logic here would be beneficial, symbolically and 
practically.         
 
(d)  Problems with the 'At-Risk' Youth; 
 
The notion of 'risk' is used extensively in discourses over social exclusion.  Indeed, 
Chapter 5 of the PAT 10 report to the Social Exclusion Unit was entirely given over 
to 'groups at particular risk of social exclusion'.     
 
Two main criticisms were levelled at the use of the notion of the 'at-risk' youth.  The 
first is that all youth are at risk of something, so the device becomes somewhat 
redundant.  The second is that in making the youths themselves the focus of the 
problem, the point is missed that it is the social environment, and in particular the 
family background, that needs closer scrutiny.   
 
Conversely however, it could be suggested that it is these arguments themselves 
which are missing the point, vis-a-vis the deployment of risk within contemporary 
government.  First, like the interviewees, Ewald (1991:199) also believes that 
‘anything can be a risk; it all depends upon how one analyses the danger, considers 
the event.’  The important difference is that he realises this does not render the 
category redundant, but instead increases its governmental utility immeasurably. This 
claim is supported by Castel (1991), who contends that the deployment of risk permits 
a virtually limitless augmentation of the possibilities of government, based primarily 
upon unlimited suspicion.  Indeed, Castel argues that: 
 
‘Prevention’ in effect promotes suspicion to the dignified scientific rank 
of a calculus of probability.  To be suspected, it is no longer necessary 
to manifest symptoms of dangerousness or abnormality, it is enough to 
display whatever characteristics the specialists responsible for the 
definition of preventative policy have constituted as risk factors. 
(Castel, 1991:288) 
 
Castel contends that the reach of ‘risk’ is endless, and since nothing remains outside 
its territory, hence nothing remains beyond governmental intervention.  Since ‘risk’ 
can be legitimately found anywhere, there is therefore no-one who is not at some 
‘risk’ of something.  Thus, risk now forms an important component of a grid of 
governmental intelligibility, and hence governmental regulation, especially of youth. 
The calculability, specificity and versatility of ‘risk’ make it a far more efficient tactic 
for describing youth than any of its predecessors (such as, for example, the 
'dangerous' youth) (Tait, 1994).  
 
The second observation by the interviewees was that the focus belonged as much on 
the parents of the 'at-risk' youth, as the youths themselves.  It could be suggested that 
this is precisely one of the advantages of risk.  That is, in almost every context in 
which the ‘at-risk youth’ is deployed, assumptions are also made about a pre-existing 
‘risk family’.  This generally takes the form of the presumption of a causal 
relationship between the two; that it is the ‘risk family’ which spawns the ‘at-risk 
youth’ (Palmo and Palmo, 1989; Gilmour, 1989).  By this reasoning, governmental 
concerns over such youth frequently translate into governmental programmes aimed 
at the family.  The ‘at-risk youth’ thereby acts as a conduit through which certain 
kinds of family can be identified and reformed.  However, as has been discussed, the 
flexibility of the notion of risk has also permitted a reorganisation of both the ways in 
which the family can be governed, and ways in which the family can be expected to 
participate in government.  Since ‘risk’ expands the field of governmental regulation 
of youth, given the conclusions reached in the preceding argument, this is also the 
case for the family.  Through the deployment of ‘risk’, a greater proportion of family 
units can now be made intelligible to government.  The specificity of ‘risk’ means that 
this intelligibility can take new, more precise, and hence more effective forms.  
Finally, the family itself becomes enlisted in the processes of ‘risk’ assessment.  It 
now comes under the purview of responsible parents to check for particular ‘risk’ 
indicators within children, as evidence of the existence of specific problems.   
  
As a consequence of these arguments, risk can actually be seen not as a blunt and 
somewhat misdirected instrument of rule, but rather as an effective governmental 
technique for the management of conduct—in this case, the physical conduct of 
young people (with all its perceived side benefits).  During a period of increased 
scrutiny over public money, the deployment of 'risk' promises a more targeted, 
efficient and equitable spending of available sports funding.     
 
(e). The Recruitment of Participants. 
 
There was general agreement that the success of programmes aimed at increasing 
levels of sporting participation (whether of the young and excluded, or not) was no 
longer just a matter of simply offering a service and seeing what happens.  Rather, it 
was important to 'know the market', to 'persuade the client that you have something of 
value to offer them', and to 'get people to actively make something of themselves.'   
This is a relatively new form of rhetoric to the policy-makers and practitioners in the 
sport, recreation and physical activity field.  Arguably, it reflects a broader change in 
the way in which contemporary governance occurs—the shift from welfarism to neo-
liberalism.  
 
Rose and Miller (1992) argue that the late-nineteenth and early-twentieth centuries 
witnessed an increasing conviction that classic liberalism was failing to produce the 
kind of society that many wished to see.  In response to this dissatisfaction, many 
western societies became ‘welfare states’.  This did not signal the founding of a new 
form of state, rather it initiated a new mode of rule.  Within the political rationality of 
welfarism, the notion of ‘social responsibility’ played a pivotal role.  As Rose 
(1993:285) notes, ‘persons and activities were to be governed through society’.  It 
was within this context that the traditional provision of physical activity occurred.  
That is, society provided sporting opportunity for its citizens, with the reciprocal 
expectation/social responsibility existing of their participation.  
 
In part, it was this very emphasis on the social which provided the counterpoint for 
the second important mutation in classic liberalism: the rise of neo-liberalism from the 
mid-1970s onwards.  It characterises welfarism in terms of an excessive and 
counterproductive expansion of the state.  Since the state is inherently unable to deal 
with the newly-emphasised marketplace, it should all but leave it alone.  Furthermore, 
the principles of the market should be applied more widely within society, even to the 
level of the construction of a particular type of subjectivity, which successfully aligns 
the self-regulating capacities of individuals with broader governmental objectives.  
Miller and Rose (1990:25) contend that the private choices of individuals who attempt 
to maximise the quality of their lives ‘through the artful assembly of a lifestyle put 
together through the world of goods’, re-locate the modern young consumer as an 
‘entrepreneur of the self’.  That is, by engaging in particular kinds of physical activity,  
(as well as, for example, choosing one form of self-representation over another,  
purchasing certain kinds of commodities, listening to specific kinds of music, etc), the 
‘youthful self’ of a given tenor is shaped and re-shaped in ways which suit the 
aspirations of government, business and the consumer. 
 
This is not to suggest that independent entrepreneurial individuals now simply choose 
their own social trajectories.  Obviously, structural constraints organise the type of 
social alternatives made available to them, and hence the types of identities they 
might adopt.  This will be discussed in greater length later in the paper.  
 
2) Points of disagreement between interviewees 
 
(a) Piecemeal Policy vs. Targeted Policy:- the belief that policy is counter-
productively piecemeal due to the excess of  players, initiatives, and interests at 
stake, as opposed to the belief that in a heterogeneous society, policy must, by 
necessity, be carefully targeted. 
 
(b) Policy Adoption, Policy Refraction, Policy Selection:- the belief that policy is an 
effective template for best practice, the belief that policy is a vocabulary of 
options, to be addressed selectively as determined by local conditions and 
circumstances, and the belief that policy is simply a voluntary option. 
 
(c) The Future of Inclusion:- the belief that the 'social inclusion' agenda is primarily 
political rhetoric and abstract policy, and hence unlikely to succeed, as opposed to 
the belief that it has become ingrained in local practice, and hence has a positive 
future.   
 
Taking these in turn: 
 
(a) Piecemeal Policy vs. Targeted Policy 
 
The issue of the piecemeal nature of policies on sport and social inclusion was the 
central point of discussion and dispute.  There was little disagreement on the fact that 
there seemed to be limited coherence in the origin, form, content, or targeting of 
policies in the area. Workers at all levels of the field—although especially 
implementation and analysis—expressed varying degrees of confusion and irritation 
over the ad-hoc and fragmentary composition of the policy terrain. To no small 
degree, this is directly associated with the fact that this is a very crowded policy field, 
which, as discussed in section 1(a), was widely deemed to be the result of the number 
of players with a vested interest in the area.   
 
However, some commentators consider the explanation to be more complex than this.  
That is, simply to point to a highly differentiated set of social policies, and from there 
to make all the above assumptions, is to make two mistakes.  First, it assumes that the 
state is, and should be, a coherent entity, an entity which exercises power in a unitary 
way over civil society.   Foucault, among others, takes issue with this understanding 
of government.  Instead, he argues that power is exercised from innumerable points 
and should be analysed as something which ‘circulates’ throughout a complex of 
social techniques, policies, programmes, practices and routines.  He goes on to 
declares that in contrast to the traditional depiction of the state, his understanding of 
the concept ‘does not have this unity, this individuality, this rigorous functionality, 
nor, to speak frankly, this importance’ (Foucault, 1991:103).  In reality then, the state 
is just one modality with a much broader vocabulary of governmental alternatives - 
and one whose importance has been repeatedly overestimated.  Indeed, he argues that 
the dichotomy between state and civil society is illusory, an illusion which obscures 
the complexity of ways in which modern society is actually governed.  That is, to 
retain mono-linear theories based upon the state/civil is to be blind to more productive 
ways of approaching contemporary social analysis. 
 
The second problem with the criticisms of the 'piecemeal' nature of the policies 
dealing with sport and the social inclusion agenda, is that they neglect the realities of 
a heterogenous society.  Given that contemporary Britain has pertinent divisions 
based upon class, culture, geography, gender, ethnicity, religion, and political 
affiliation, let alone the wide range of ages that need to be programmed for, it is 
unrealistic to imagine that any single set of policies, sporting or otherwise, could 
attempt to cover the population effectively.  Therefore, the policies which could at 
once be criticised for being piecemeal and fragmentary, could at the same time be 
lauded for being targeted and population-specific.  The question then becomes how to 
delineate between the two.        
 
(b) Policy Adoption, Policy Refraction, Policy Selection 
 
As was discussed in sections 1(a) and 2(a), there are a large number of stake holders 
with a vested interest in the sport and social inclusion agenda. These diverse groups 
have been responsible not only for a crowded policy field, but also for shaping the 
tenor of the wide range of initiatives and programmes which have emerged from 
various organs of government (although most frequently from Sport England).  There 
was a range of attitudes to these policies, vis-à-vis how they were to be turned into 
practice.  This should not come as a surprise, as there is considerable literature on the 
different understandings of the ways in which governmental programmes (such as 
curricula) actually become operationalised (for example, see Kirk, 1990).  In the case 
of differing attitudes to the policies associated with the social inclusion agenda, there 
are probably three distinct approaches. 
 
The first involves the policy-makers themselves.  While recognising the importance of 
effective professional practitioners who have access to local networks and understand 
local cultures and conditions (see section 1(b)), they regard the available programmes 
as a fairly accurate template for best practice.  That is, no mention was made of the 
need to rework any of the material to suit given circumstances.  Indeed, some of the 
programmes were designed to be implemented by practitioners with limited skill and 
experience, or to put it another way, they were 'idiot proofed', such that the intended 
outcomes would still occur, irrespective of the practitioner.   
 
The second approach to policy transmission was the most common.  Rather than 
being a set of direct injunctions to particular forms of practice, it was recognised that 
policy was refracted at each subsequent administrative level.  Using the example of 
the social inclusion agenda: the initial directives of Cabinet were organised by the 
minister into instructions for Sports England, who produced given sets of policies, 
which were then re-interpreted and re-organised by local leaders, who then had their 
own instructions modified by individual youth and sports workers.  At each level, 
some refraction occurs.  This was particularly so in the teaching profession, where 
each subsequent level of the school hierarchy gently refracted not only school policies 
(such as those associated with discipline and inclusion) but also the curriculum, to suit 
their own ideas, abilities and agendas.  
 
The final approach to policy transmission was evident among the practitioners 
themselves.  While they acknowledged that policy refraction was not only the norm, 
but in fact, an absolute necessity, given the heterogenous nature of the communities 
they dealt with, they took this a stage further.  They stated that given the array of 
policies, programmes and initiatives they were supposed to adopt, they just ignored a 
great many of them.  Thus, rather than policy being adopted unproblematically, or 
even adopted with modification, policy simply exists as an option to select from.  It is 
regarded as part of a vocabulary of choices available to experienced practitioners who 
understand the needs of their clients, and act accordingly. 
 
(c) The Future of Inclusion 
 
In terms of the tenor of the sport and social inclusion agenda, that is, the worth and 
desirability of the ideas behind it, the comments from the interviewees were almost 
entirely positive.  However, a number of points were raised which placed doubt upon 
its ongoing viability and longevity.  First, it was suggested that, in reality, the social 
inclusion agenda was little more than political rhetoric.  Governments (and in 
particular, ministers of given departments) not only need to be seen to be actually 
doing something (which, as previously mentioned, in part explains the crowded policy 
field), but also need to appeal to their foundation constituencies.  Therefore, as this is 
a Labour agenda, the government seeks to flag its commitment to the disadvantaged.  
The argument here is that, in effect, the pervasive rhetoric about social inclusion is 
simply the public policy element of that flagging process, and little more.  Second, it 
was suggested that even if the political rhetoric translates into viable policies, which 
themselves translate into practical programmes on the ground, then the momentum 
generated from these programmes, and the ongoing effects they have at local level, 
will be lost upon the next change of government.  That is, the agenda remains 
primarily a political one, and remains driven by the Labour party.  This would not 
auger well for the inclusion agenda, since unless it becomes ingrained in the logic of 
local practice, it would not survive.  Finally, it was argued that irrespective of whether 
the agenda managed to go beyond rhetoric, and go beyond being party-driven, the 
prognosis was still poor.  Not only were the policies often too abstract for general 
implementation, the suggested programmes were insufficiently flexible, often 
inappropriate, and were widely ignored.  
 
In spite of these pessimistic assessments of the future of the social inclusion agenda, 
there remains a considerable amount of optimism, most frequently from the 
practitioners themselves.  While they are aware that the agenda is unlikely to translate 
directly and unproblematically into the outcomes envisaged both by the Government 
and by Sports England, they still consider the probable outcomes to be valuable and 
worthwhile.  First, they argued that the large amounts of money circulating in the area 
has to be a good thing.  Whereas funding does not guarantee the production of 
tangible benefits for the local communities, the absence of any funding would 
certainly rule them out.  The figure of 750 million pounds over ten years was greeted 
with some scepticism, but also with optimism, given that if only a small percentage of 
this filters down to ground level, then much could be accomplished.  Second, it was 
pointed out that much of the social inclusion agenda is already in place.  The notion 
that the agenda would disappear if the Labour government fell, was countered by the 
practitioners who argued that variants on the social inclusion theme have been in 
place for many years, and that the current agenda could simply be regarded as a 
reorganisation and a re-funding of existing programmes.  Finally, and probabably 
most importantly, the practitioners expressed a great deal of confidence in the abilities 
of those groups and individuals already working on the ground.  They regard the 
future of the sport and social inclusion agenda to be positive because they regard 
those charged with its implementation positively, in that they are astute, committed, 
and ingrained in local communities in ways which make social and individual change 
through sport possible.         
 
3)   Sites of Intervention - areas of possible contribution 
 
(a) Sport and Identity Formation:- given that getting young people to participate in 
sport is really about getting them to shape new sets of identities, and given that 
identity formation is a complex theoretical, cultural and area, space exists for 
someone to do this work.  
  
(b) Programme Evaluation and the Limits of Government:- given that feedback loops 
from old programmes into new are essential to effective government, and given 
that they are currently insufficient in this area, space exists for someone to do this 
work.   
 (c) Sport, Physical Activity, Social and Individual Change:-the question of the exact 
nature of the relationship between various manifestations of physical activity, of 
which sport is just one, and the possibility of particular types of social and 
personal change has yet to be adequately theorised.  Since this is the core of the 
sport and social inclusion agenda, space exists for someone to do this work. 
 
Taking each of these in turn: 
 
(a) Sport and Identity Formation. 
 
It was pointed out by one practitioner that some significant problems exist in getting 
certain sections of the population to participate in sporting activity.  That is, it was 
hard enough trying to turn 'at-risk youth', into 'sporting youth'.  But, for a variety of 
structural reasons, it was just as difficult to turn 'Moslem youth' into 'sporting youth'.  
The explanation given for this was that many of the programmes for young people are 
organised at a time when the Moslem community are at mosque.  Therefore, one 
identity mitigates against the adoption of the other.  It is not that young Moslems do 
not want to participate in sport, and that the identities associated with sporting 
participation are unwelcome, it is rather that aspects of the intersection between the 
identity of 'good Moslem youth', and 'sporting youth' need closer attention and 
planning. 
 
The argument here is that in order to use sport as a vehicle for the re-integration of 
socially excluded youth, the fundamental issue is actually about forming new kinds of 
identity.  Initially, it involves the production of the identity of the 'physically active 
youth', but in reality, the governmental aim (vis-à-vis the social inclusion agenda) 
involves the production and adoption of the identity of the 'sporting, socially 
responsible and included youth'.  Although the term 'adoption' is used here, as was 
discussed in section 1(e), it is really about the recruitment of young people into their 
own self-reformation.  Young people are recruited into new identities, identities 
which are deemed more appropriate and beneficial, both socially and individually. 
 
Two points are of note here.  The first is the necessity of employing a particular set of 
domain assumptions, not only regarding identity formation, but also regarding the 
constitution of the self, if this theoretical model is to work is it should.  Within this 
conceptual framework, the self is not an inner verity, the essence of being.  Instead, 
the self is something which is made and remade by doing particular kinds of work 
(Mauss, 1973; 1985).  According to this logic, sporting identities are not 'uncovered' 
from the inside, they are made through the adoption of specific practices. Young 
people model their relationships, both to themselves and others, against a complex 
grid of available governmental manuals on the construction of given identities.  These 
manuals (which included the sporting programmes associated with the social 
inclusion agenda) encompass directions not only on specific bodily practices (forms 
of exercise), but also on acceptable approaches to decisions, choices and judgements, 
including those concerning their roles as socially responsible and included youth.  
Therefore, as a result of these governmental directives, young people are co-opted 
into doing work upon themselves, such that an acceptable ‘youthful’ self is 
continually fashioned and re-fashioned.  This is precisely what Foucault is referring to 
when he designates technologies of the self as permitting: 
 individuals to effect by their own means or with the help of others a 
certain number of operations on their own bodies and souls, thoughts, 
conduct, and way of being, so as to transform themselves in order to 
attain a certain state of happiness, purity, wisdom, perfection or 
immortality. (Foucault, 1988:18) 
 
These technologies form a crucial element in the establishment of a recognisable, (and 
importantly, socially acceptable)  ‘habitus’.  Pierre Bourdieu (1977:83) describes 
habitus as being a ‘matrix of perceptions, appreciations and actions’ engendered by 
objective conditions. A ‘habitus’ represents an internalised method of understanding 
and interacting that is grounded in the body itself (Bourdieu, 1984:466).  However, 
the formation of a particular ‘habitus’ does not reflect the workings of an inner self.  
Rather, it is a set of dispositions which are shaped by history, acquired as the result of 
occupying a particular social position, and modified (to some extent) by each 
generation.  Thus, the programmes which constitute youth as a set of governmental 
objects, inculcate some of the practices, competencies and dispositions constitutive of 
‘youthful’ habitus.  The problem for the social planners then is to construct 
programmes which can incorporate complex and layered identities, such as those 
associated with young British Muslims, into habitus which involve sporting 
participation. 
 
Having grasped the theoretical underpinnings of this approach to identity formation, 
the second point of note is the need for a solid knowledge not only of the mechanisms 
by which youthful identities are formed, but also the form that those identities are 
currently taking.  This involves a solid knowledge of the groups concerned.  For 
example, anyone wishing to research young women's participation in physical activity 
would need to understand the basic parameters of the vocabulary of identities that 
young women currently occupy.  It has been argued that the advent of girl power and 
characters such as 'Riot Grrrl', mean that the field has opened up somewhat to new 
forms of analysis and intervention (Hopkins, 1999).  Thus, a prerequisite for trying to 
construct new (sporting and socially responsible) identities, is a knowledge of the 
mechanisms and options involved.     
 
(b)  Programme Evaluation and the Limits of Government 
 
A common criticism of contemporary sports policy was that, in some ways, it was a 
reworking of previous, less-than-successful models—models which perhaps worked 
well at the level of policy, but had shortcomings in practice.  It was also suggested 
that previous 'sport and social inclusion' agendas were simply being reworked, just 
with more recent rhetoric and implementation practices.  For example, it was argued 
that, admittedly with a difference in emphasis and context, the logic of the 1998 
'social inclusion' agenda has some interesting similarities to that which drove the 
Wolfenden Report of 1960.  This, it was suggested, demonstrated a clear failure of 
organised and effective government.      
 
In the paper 'Citizenship, Governance and the Consumption of Sport', Wickham 
(1993:9) argues that far from being a problem, a ‘perpetual dissatisfaction with 
government’ is actually essential to its continued operation.  While not decrying the 
many mundane achievements of contemporary government, he suggests that 
government is necessarily never complete, never totally successful.  Indeed, if it did 
not continue to fail, there would be no government.  It is through the continually 
disappointed reassessment of governmental outcomes that more effective programmes 
are introduced, in time only to be replaced themselves by newer and even more 
effective programmes.   Wickham is not alone in his assessment.  Rose and Miller 
(1992:190) also consider government to be a ‘congenitally failing operation’.  They 
note that the very nature of governmental programmes often make them ambiguous, 
contradictory, partial and inexact.  This heterogeneity ultimately results in the targets 
of government ‘refusing to respond according to the programmatic logic that seeks to 
govern them’. 
 
Some of these problems can be exemplified by the ongoing governmental attempts to 
involve young women in physical activity, whatever the underpinning political 
rationality (be it health, national wellbeing, sexual governance, etc).  From the end of 
the nineteenth century, each ongoing attempt to involve young women resulted in 
comparative failure, re-evaluation and the introduction of new programmes and ideas.  
For example, Drill (monotonous, uninvolving), was replaced by gymnastics (early 
drop-out age, unladylike), which in turn was replaced by participation in women-
specific sports (such as vigaro and rounders, which were not taken seriously).  
Women then played men's sports, and suffered by comparison.  They then improved 
at those sports, but threatened their sexual identities in the process.  Activities like 
aerobics were then popularised, but it has been argued that these became tyrannies in 
their own right, with their associations with healthism, dieting and the beauty cult.      
 
The point is that each of these attempts to alter the physical habits and dispositions of 
young women has generally only succeeded in demonstrating the limits of 
government in relation to self-formation.  That is, they have limited success in 
reforming the conduct of the ‘insufficiently physically competent young woman’.  A 
large literature exists which suggests that the governmental tactic employing formal 
physical education in schools has also had limited success in restructuring this 
subject. This observation has by no means been made with the intention of advocating 
the removal of physical education from schools.  Rather, it have been made as a way 
of demonstrating the limits of government in relation to self-formation and in relation 
to reforming the conduct of young people.  After all, programmes aimed at 
constructing ‘the physically active young woman’ have to deal with other, much 
older, forms of conduct in order to achieve their goals.  Such programmes, like all 
governmental endeavours, may be characterised in terms of both their considerable 
achievements, and their inherent limitations.   
 
The point here is that for government to work effectively, its failures (and successes) 
need to be measured.  That is, it is the feedback loop into new policy formulation that 
enables the next round of programmes to work better that their predecessors.  The 
general consensus among interviewees is that, in the area of programmes tailored with 
the sport and social inclusion agenda in mind,  this feedback loop is, at best, cursory, 
and at worst, non-existent.  There appears an unwillingness to find out how the 
programmes are doing, or measuring anything more than very short-term programme 
outputs (Collins et al, 1999).  The reasons for this may be administrative (the money 
is being spent elsewhere) or political (not knowing precisely how a given set of 
programmes is going allows for a more extravagant set of claims to be made about its 
effectiveness). 
 
Given that the PAT 10 report has pointed out the necessity for hard information on the 
regenerative possibilities associated with sporting participation, not only are more 
efficient feedback loops going to have to be built into future programmes, but there is 
also going to be a need for the input of groups with the abilities to perform this 
monitoring/assessment appropriately and effectively 
  
(c) Sport, Physical Activity, Social and Individual Change 
 
There is a common perception that participation in sport brings with it a host of 
benefits.  Not only is it deemed to be health-inducing, its primary function, but also it 
is regarded as a way of building character, of endowing young people with important 
social norms and with civic responsibility, and crucially, it has been viewed as a way 
of redeeming the wayward.   However, there is nothing inherent within either sport, or 
physical activity more generally, which makes this so.  The truth is that sport acquired 
these connotations in the second half of the nineteenth century, where they remain 
relatively undisturbed even until the present day, a claim supported by a considerable 
literature on the subject (Money, 1997; Birley, 1993; 1995a; 1995b).  Furthermore, it 
is more than likely the case that these connotations still provide one of the central 
logics for the ongoing popularity of sport within the school curriculum. 
 
A number of individuals have sought to use these 'inherent' properties of sport to 
teach what are fundamentally courses in civics.  One of the most notable proponents 
of this approach in recent times is Don Hellison, and his book, Teaching Social 
Responsibility Through Sport (1995).   Working with inner city 'at-risk' kids, Hellison 
focused on using sport and exercise as a vehicle for getting kids to take responsibility 
for themselves and be more responsive to the well being of others.  Interestingly, 
Hellison notes that many researchers have claimed that sport leads to personal and 
social benefits, (ie. that sport builds character, and that if you play fair in class, you 
will play fair in life, etc.), however, he admits that such claims have far outdistanced 
the evidence.  However, in spite of this observation, he argues that the benefits are 
there, only it is risky to assume that such outcomes automatically acrew from 
participation in sport.  In fact, he suggests that changes in feelings, attitudes, values, 
and outlook will only occur if they are planned for and exemplified.  Progress 
depends on clearly conceptualising what is meant by personal and social development 
and then developing strategies and instructor qualities that promote these concepts. 
 
It is fairly straightforward to criticise Hellison's humanistic, holistic model.  For 
Hellison, conceptualisation and implementation are difficult because personal and 
social development involves more than a list of specific behaviours. As Wright (in 
Arnold, 1988, 35) puts it: a person ‘cannot be defined through an inventory of actions 
performed [but rather] by a description of the principles that give coherence and 
meaning to an individuals behaviour and of the relatively enduring dispositions that 
underlie it’.   Moreover, ―it is as if both an inside and an outside self are present in all 
of us, one very visible, the other existing mostly below the surface (Thomas, 1983 in 
Hellison, 1995).  It is possible to point out the contradictory nature of Hellison’s point 
here, as he claims that physical education is important as it can teach behaviours 
which lead to social responsibility and an improved social self, yet he claims that 
individuals are  more than just a set inventory of behaviours – ie. there is an invisible 
self.  Given the arguments that have been canvassed in section 3(a) concerning 
identity formation, it can be argued that what is important (following Foucault, Elias, 
and Hunter) is to describe practice, since it is that which makes up the self, not some 
inner essence. It is precisely behaviour and actions that are important in defining ‘the 
self’. Taking this argument to its logical conclusion, and in direct contrast to 
Hellison’s humanistic perspective, it is possible to look at sports programs as sets of 
practices of self-formation.   Specific bodily techniques are taught, specific 
relationships are organised and played out, and in doing precisely this, a particular 
type of self is being created.  All of which is to say that there is value in Hellison's 
work, although probably not for the same reasons as he might consider himself. 
 
Interestingly, almost all of those involved in the sport and social inclusion agenda in 
the UK have a very circumspect approach to what might be achieved using sport as a 
vehicle for re-integrating excluded youth.  That is, they regard sport as possessing no 
inherent qualities that make it better at achieving these ends than many other forms of 
social practice.  However, they still think that it is as good a mechanism as any others 
that have been suggested.  Besides, significant numbers of sporting networks are 
already in place within the community, and it makes much more sense, and is more 
likely to generate practical outcomes, to utilise existing structures than to begin anew.         
 
The question remains of whether sport, out of all types of physical activity, should be 
allowed to retain its hegemony over the social inclusion discourses.  Sport brings with 
it a considerable amount of baggage.  For example, it has consistently been shown to 
appeal less to young girls than to young boys.  Therefore, research needs to be done 
which not only examines just what sport can do, (vis-à-vis young people, social 
responsibility, social inclusion, etc.), but also whether it should be sport we are 
talking about at all.    
 
Conclusion 
 
This paper has covered a broad range of areas concerning the sport and social 
inclusion agenda.  It has briefly covered the recent history of the agenda, including the 
publication of Bringing Britain Together (1998), the PAT 10 Report and the advent of 
the Sports Action Zones.  It has detailed the organisations and individuals interviewed 
for their knowledge of, and attitude towards, the agenda.  It has catalogued areas of 
agreement: a crowded policy field; 'bottom-up' governance; the inclusion/exclusion 
binary; problems with the 'at-risk' youth; and the 'recruitment' of participants.  It has 
catalogued areas of disagreement: piecemeal policy vs. targeted policy; policy 
adoption, policy refraction, policy selection; and the future of inclusion.  It has 
proposed some sites of possible intervention: sport and identity formation; programme 
evaluation and the limits of government; sport, physical activity, social and individual 
change.            
 
By way of a summary, there are three points of note.  The first is that the youth, sport 
and social inclusion agenda shouldn't come as a surprise to those who understand the 
history of the various elements of this field.  As previously mentioned, for over one 
hundred and fifty years, sport has brought with it connotations of moral reformation, 
character-building and positive citizenship—regardless of whether the evidence 
supports this contention or not.  Likewise, the Labour Government has a historical 
constituency to which the exclusion agenda would appeal (in a way that perhaps the 
Conservatives would not).  Also, the category of youth itself evolved out of a series of 
governmental concerns for the conduct of the young, and more than ever it still 
constitutes a significant target for governmental intervention and reformation. 
 
The second point is that laudable though the sport and social inclusion agenda is, even 
its strongest supporters, (ie. those who believe without question in the redemptive 
power of sport) agree that the agenda can only work in the way it was intended if it is 
part of a much broader strategy of social inclusion.  That is, it needs to be integrated 
into a series of initiatives involving (at very least) interventions in housing, education, 
drug rehabilitation, crime prevention and health.  The point here is that it is probably 
easy to lose sight of the major goal—social inclusion—and replace it instead with a 
more achievable and familiar end—increased participation in sport. 
 
Finally, there seems to be optimism for the future of the sport and social inclusion 
agenda.  Certainly, significant amounts of funding are being directed into the area.  
Skilled people are working on the ground, and the limited evaluations that have been 
done suggest that their efforts are having positive outcomes.  Given some of the issues 
discussed in this paper, there appear to be a number of areas where researchers in the 
field can also make a contribution.     
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